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Abstract 
 
Examines how society allocates support for species’ conservation when numbers 
involved are large and resources are limited.  Rational behaviour suggests that species in 
urgent need of conservation will receive more support than those species that are 
common.  However, we demonstrate that in the absence of balanced knowledge common 
species will receive support more than they would otherwise receive despite society 
placing high existence values on all species. Twenty four species, both common and 
endangered and some with a restricted distribution, are examined.  We demonstrate that 
balanced information is vital in order to direct more support for species that are 
endangered than those that are not.  Implications for conservation stemming from the 
findings are discussed. 
 
1.  Introduction 
 
Conservation of species requires the support of relevant institutions and society. 
Although common sense would suggest that endangered species would be selected over 
common species when allocating support (financial or otherwise), this may not always be 
the case. This is contrary to research conducted by DeKay and McClelland (1996) who 
show that endangered species that can be saved receive large allocations. This is also 
supported by Samples et al. (1986).  However, there are instances when flagship species 
(e.g. koalas) would be favoured over more endangered species or as suggested by 
Gunnthorsdottir (2001) the public may provide support based on ‘superficial 
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characteristics of an animal rather than its ecological value and taxonomic uniqueness’. 
This behaviour by the public is not because of any inherent biases that exist, but because 
these biases arise as a result of a lack of balanced information available to them about the 
status of different species.  In this discussion it is assumed that society places high 
existence values on all species, unless the species concerned are impacting on society in a 
large way.  For example a species can cause financial damage (e.g. red kangaroo) or even 
cause death (e.g. saltwater crocodile or taipan snake).  In such instances, those affected 
are likely to place lower existence values on such species.   
 
In the paper we demonstrate that society places high existence values, yet support 
common species over most endangered species when the size of allocations are 
concerned. This goes against rational thinking because in such a situation it would appear 
that the endangered species will be supported more than common species (Samples et al. 
1986; DeKay and McClelland, 1996). One argument against this is that when numbers of 
a particular species fall below a certain threshold, then it is more prudent to spend the 
money to secure the status of those that are less endangered (Possingham, 2002).  
However, apart form this argument society would want to save those species that are 
more endangered before allocating support for those species that are less endangered. 
This is especially so when society places high existence values on all species.  But then 
why is this paradox? We show that this is because of the existing level of knowledge of 
society.  Our hypothesis is that when species are less known they are likely to get less 
support than species that are better known despite high existence values placed on all 
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species.  This work is an extension of research conducted by Wilson and Tisdell (2005) 
on how society allocates support for species’ conservation. 
 
After the introduction Section 2 discusses the survey methodology and the species 
selected for the survey.  Section 3 examines the relation between knowledge and support 
for species and Section 4 provides further evidence to show this relationship by looking 
at the support provided by the participants based on their gender and place of birth.  
Section 5 discusses the implications for conservation and society and Section 6 
concludes. 
 
2.  The experimental survey 
 
In order to collect the necessary data to demonstrate how society will provide more 
support for common species than for endangered species when they are unaware of the 
existence of these species a survey was undertaken during the period, July-September, 
2002.  This study was part of the survey conducted to determine the Brisbane society’s 
knowledge of Australian wildlife, especially tropical species and society’s willingness to 
conserve them and the values they place on each species. 
 
Considerable publicity was given about the survey by means of letter dropouts and local 
council newspapers.  A large section of Brisbane suburbs were covered, both high and 
low income areas.  The main purpose of the experimental survey was not revealed to 
avoid bias. The advertising material was written in such a way as to conceal the 
objectives of the survey while at the same time making it attractive to potential 
participants.  The wording used for this purpose was as follows: 
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Purpose of study:  To provide your opinions about the use of natural resources in  
                              tropical Australia by filling out a survey form 
 
The potential participants were told that the entire study would take approximately two 
hours with a tea break of 15 minutes at the end of the first section of the study in the first 
hour. It was stated in the advertising material that several sessions were to be held and 
interested participants should telephone a given number to register and specify the time 
of intended participation.  Two sessions were scheduled for a weekday and another two 
on a Saturday at the University of Queensland and another session in a church hall on a 
Sunday. These arrangements were made to make the survey more attractive to a wide 
group of Brisbane residents. The participants were promised Aus $ 20 for their 
participation plus free parking or re-imbursement of any public transport costs. A free 
lecture was also included for the second stage of the survey (second hour) and the 
participants were promised that they would be eligible to enter a draw for a prize of Aus 
$ 200 if the survey forms were returned.  
 
Obtaining the participation of 200 plus was the intended target and the responding 
participants were selected on a first come first served basis according to the age 
distribution of the city of Brisbane. This was done so that the participants would be 
representative of Brisbane residents. To avoid the problem of last minute cancellations 
and dropouts the number of selected participants for each age group was set around 10% 
more than the required number for the survey.  In all, 204 Brisbane residents took part 
and it was conducted dividing the participants into groups of about 40 persons for each 
session. Prior to this exercise the questionnaire was pre-tested among 20 undergraduates 
and their comments were sought. Adjustments were made and some additional questions 
were also included. Twenty four Australian wildlife were selected and they are shown in 
Table 1 
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<Table 1> 
As can be seen from Table 1 nine species of mammals, ten species of birds and five 
species of reptiles were selected.  Although there is a large number of Australian tropical 
species the selection of the above species was based on their status in Australia. Three 
broad categories of species’ status were selected. They were species that were ‘common’, 
species that were ‘common, but have a restricted range’, and those species that are 
‘endangered’.  Some of these species are found outside Australia and some are endemic 
to Australia and Qeensland (Table 1). The endangered and common species were selected 
to make comparisons. One of the questions that was asked in Survey I was to determine 
whether the participants knew about the existence of the species.  The participants were 
asked to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’. 
 
Another question that was asked was to determine how society’s support changed before 
and after provision of information.  The participants were asked to donate a hypothetical 
sum of Aus $1,000 which could only be used to support the conservation of the species 
listed in Table 1.  The same question was asked in Survey I and Survey II. The 
respondents were asked to state the percentage allocation they would make for the 
conservation of each species. Furthermore, they were told that the total should add up to 
100%.  The participants were also asked to assume that a reliable organization would 
carry out the conservation work and that the participants’ hypothetical donation would 
supplement other funds for this purpose. 
 
The experimental study was conducted in two stages. The first hour was used to gather 
background information and the current knowledge about Australian wildlife and the 
monetary values they placed on conservation of species from a hypothetical allocation of 
money. This was done using a structured questionnaire. Before the first survey 
commenced the respondents were given clear instructions about filling out the survey 
form and the areas of tropical Australia were shown.  
 
Most respondents took between 45 minutes to one hour to complete Survey I.  The 
second stage of the study commenced after a 15 minute break. During this session, the 
 6
First Draft Only 
respondents were provided with Survey II which consisted of similar questions to the first 
survey, together with a few additional questions. The authors also provided a coulourful 
brochure to the participants which contained information on current status, geographical 
range, photographs and other relevant information for each species. Some of this data is 
summarized in Table 1. Approximately the same amount of factual background 
information was provided for each species except for two species of birds found 
commonly in most Brisbane gardens/suburbs. They are the Australian magpie and 
laughing kookaburra.  Information about these two species were not provided because 
they are common and it was assumed that participants would know them. Every effort 
was made to avoid normative statements.  The participants were told to fill out the second 
questionnaire once they got back home and return the completed survey forms in the self 
addressed stamped envelope in two weeks time. For the next 45 minutes Dr Steven Van 
Dyck, the then Curator of Mammals and Birds, Queensland Museum was invited to give 
a presentation on Australian wildlife.  This was done placing emphasis on the mahogany 
glider Petaurus gracilis which was re-discovered by him in the late 1980s after almost a 
century of its disappearance. Dr Van Dyck also gave a brief introduction to Australian 
wildlife including some of the species listed in Table 1.  In short, in the second stage of 
the survey, respondents were provided with adequate information (both print and to some 
extent oral) about the status, distribution, current threats and all other relevant 
information about all the species selected for the study in Table 1. 
 
 
Relationship between knowledge and society’s support for species’ conservation 
 
A section of the survey as mentioned in Section 2 was devoted to determine whether 
society knew about the existence of species as discussed in the previous section.  This 
information is useful because it can be used to test our hypothesis that lower is the level 
of knowledge of society about its existence, the chances are that the support provided for 
unknown endangered species would be less than they would otherwise get.  On the other 
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hand common species would get more support than they would get when balanced 
information is available. Survey I shows that the level of knowledge of society about the 
existence of common species is high and considerably less for species that have a 
restricted range or those that are endangered.  Figure 1 shows the percentage of 
participants saying that the mammal species shown in Table 1 was known to them during 
survey I. As can be seen species such as red kangaroos were known by more than 90 
percent of the participants. On the other hand species that are common, but have a 
restricted range in north Queensland (approximately 2000 km from Brisbane), were also 
less known. Less than 60 percent of the participants knew about the existence of these 
species. The existence of endangered species are also less known because most of these 
species too are restricted to isolated areas and publicity given to them is limited. 
<Figure 1> 
It must be pointed out that some of the species may be better known because some of 
them are displayed in zoos, theme parks (Table 1) and are the subject of children’s 
stories.  Once some of the commonly displayed endangered species are removed from the 
analysis, then the number of participants saying that they are not known to them becomes 
even lower. For instance when Brolgas (common in restricted range) and cassowaries 
(endangered) are removed from the analysis the percentage of survey participants saying 
that the birds in the ‘common in restricted range’ category are 33 percent while the 
percentage saying that the ‘endangered’ birds are known is 35%.  Figure 2 shows the 
percentage of participants saying that the species of birds in the study were known to 
them.  All species selected for the study (including brolgas and cassowaries) are included.   
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<Figure 2> 
Figure 2 also shows that common species are better known than those species that are 
‘common, but have a restricted range’ and those that are ‘endangered’.  Although the 
survey results show that the percentage of endangered species is less known than 
common species, some of them (e.g. southern cassowary) are common displays in zoos, 
theme parks (Table 1) and are the subject of children’s stories.  Perhaps this is why a 
larger percentage of the participants knew about the existence of ‘endangered’ birds than 
those birds that are ‘common, but have a restricted range’.  In other words public displays 
of species help society to come to know them.  The situation is not very different with 
reptiles.  More than 95% of the respondents knew about the existence of common reptile 
species and approximately 42% knew about the existence of endangered species.  This is 
lower than for mammals or birds. 
<Figure 3> 
Figures 1-3 show that the existence of ‘common’ species in Table 1 were better known 
than ‘endangered’ species. Those species that fall into the category ‘common in restricted 
range’ fall in between these two genre. 
 
The results demonstrated in the above three figures are useful to examine what role 
knowledge of species’ existence plays in allocating support for them. Our hypothesis is 
that knowledge of species’ existence is an important factor in obtaining the support of 
society.  In order to test the hypothesis we compare the support provided between Survey 
II (without information) and Survey II (after information about species is provided).   
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The results provide evidence to show that for many species society is willing to provide 
more support for species that are endangered by reducing support for species that are 
common. What the results demonstrate is that in the absence of balanced information 
society is likely to give more support to common species than they would otherwise get. 
This is because the existence of some species is unknown.  In such a situation endangered 
species get less support than they would otherwise receive. 
 
As shown in Figure 4 the pre (Survey I) and post (Survey I) information allocation of $ 
1000 by the participants is shown for mammals.  
<Figure 4> 
 
Figure 4 shows how the participants have reacted when they were asked for support for 
the conservation of mammals before and after provision of information about species 
when their support was sought.  As can be seen participants are more inclined to increase 
their support for endangered species than for species that are common once balanced 
information is provided.  Otherwise, in the absence of balanced knowledge about species 
including their existence, common species are likely to get more support than they would 
otherwise receive.  A similar pattern occurs for birds as well except that this change in 
support is more marked for birds. This is shown in Figure 5. The southern cassowary, 
golden-shouldered parrot and the gouldian finch are some of the endangered birds in 
Australia and the Australian magpie and the laughing kookaburra are some of the 
commonest birds (Reader’s Digest,1997a).  Some common species such as the red-tailed 
black cockatoo are known pests (Reader’s Digest,1997a).   
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<Figure 5> 
Figures 4 and 5 showed how initially because endangered species are less known than 
common species they get lower support than they would otherwise receive.  For reptiles 
the species involved are only common and endangered. The change in support is more 
marked because the comparison is only between ‘common’ and a single ‘endangered’ 
species, namely the hawksbill sea turtle.  This is shown in Figure 6. 
<Figure 6> 
Figures 4, 5 and 6 provide further evidence to show that society do place existence values 
on species. In the survey the participants were asked whether they favour the existence of 
the twenty four species listed in Table 1.  More than 93% said ‘yes’.  Figures 4, 5 and 6 
provide further evidence to support the responses given regarding species’ existence. 
 
Further evidence 
 
In order to see whether the same shifts in support exist irrespective of the participants 
gender and whether the respondents were born in Australia or not we separated the 
support allocated before and after provision of information into ‘female and male’ and 
‘whether the respondents were born in Australia or not’.  This was tested because gender 
differences have been observed by Zelezny et al. (2000).  The results show that there is 
no gender bias in the allocations made for the three genre.  This is shown in Figures 7, 8 
and 9. 
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<Figure 7> 
However, these figures confirm the results shown in Figures 4, 5 and 6 where in Survey I 
endangered species get less support than they would otherwise receive.  In fact females 
allocate more support for common species such as koalas (they are categorized under 
‘common’) in Survey I than in Survey II.  Once balanced information is provided more 
support is provided for species that are endangered.  In the case of males the shifts in 
support for all species is more even.  However, the results reinforce the existence values 
placed by both males and females. 
<Figure 8> 
A similar pattern can be seen in the case of allocating support for birds by males and 
females (Figure 8).  What is interesting is that all ‘common’ species and those ‘species 
that are common, but have a restricted range’, do not get an increase in support.  In fact 
the t increase in support takes place only for endangered species. Figure 9 shows that the 
drop in support for reptiles by males is less than that of females.  
<Figure 9> 
The results shown in Figures 7, 8 and 9 are very much similar to those shown in Figures 
4, 5 and 6. Results in Figures 7, 8 and 9 also reinforce existence values. The results 
clearly show that there is no gender bias.  What is interesting is that males and females 
have increased their support for endangered species by about an equal amount after 
provision of balanced information.  The declines in support for species that are ‘common’ 
and those species that are ‘common, but have a restricted range’ are also the same.  
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Figures 10-12 show the change in support allocated by those born in Australia and those 
who were born outside Australia, but are now residing in Australia.  Some of the 
respondents who were born outside Australia (34%) had lived in Australia for more than 
50 years (3.4%) and 8% had lived in Australia for less than 10 years. 
<Figures 10-12> 
The patterns of ‘support’ allocation are identical in many respects to Figures 4-9 except 
that the support allocated by those born in Australia are marginally higher than those 
given by Australian residents who were born outside Australia for all three genre. The 
drop in support for species that are ‘common’ and species that are ‘common, but have a 
restricted range’, are almost identical in both the groups. 
 
All the results indicate that the existence values society places on species are high 
irrespective of whether they are female or male.  The survey, in a separate question asked 
whether the respondents were in favour of the survival of the species shown in Table 1.  
More than 92% of the respondents were in favour of the survival of the species shown in 
Table 1.  
 
5.  Implications for conservation and society 
 
The results confirm that society places high existence values on all species. The results 
are consistent with the findings of Fredman (1995) who provides evidence for a high 
degree of ‘existence values’ among the public in Sweden.  Hence society would like to 
give more support to species that are more in need than those species that are common 
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(Samples et al. 1986; DeKay and McClelland, 1996). However, the results show that 
when society is not aware of the existence of species and hence the true status of species 
are unknown then the support allocated are based on their current knowledge. Hence the 
reason why society allocates more support for common species when in reality 
endangered species should get a larger share.  Another interesting observation that can be 
made from Figures 4-12 and from the experimental survey results not shown in the paper 
is that when society is uncertain about the support they should give to species that were 
initially unknown, they tend to give an average allocation which accords with Laplace’s 
principle of ‘insufficient reason’ (Laplace, 1951). 
 
The results are consistent with Samples et al. (1986) study where they show that the 
‘effects of information disclosure may be especially acute’ when endangered species are 
included. Tkac (1998) also shows that ‘willingness to pay’ for species’ conservation are 
directly related to the availability of information.  If this is not rectified through provision 
of balanced information then there is an imbalance in support provided for the common 
species which is contrary to rational behaviour.  The results demonstrate that education of 
society can play a major role in addressing this issue of misallocation of limited 
resources.  In the absence of such knowledge it may well be that not only society 
misallocates scarce resources, but government decision-makers and institutions devoted 
to conservation may also make biased decisions that favour common species.  This can 
take place in two ways: (a) based on decision-makers’ current knowledge and (b) 
decision-makers may be influenced or pressured to support species that it believes that 
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society favours or species that are known to society.  This could be linked to political 
support. 
 
Furthermore, in the absence of balanced information a conservation organization (e.g. 
NGO) presenting information about a single species, though not threatened, may think 
the information it provides may be sufficient to raise funds than it would otherwise be 
necessary to provide.  A classic example is that of the koalas in Australia.  The koala is 
not classified as endangered (Strahan, 2000) and is still commonly found in suitable 
habitats in eastern Australia.  Hence, conservation organisations raising funds for koala 
conservation is more likely to raise more funds that it would otherwise receive if 
balanced information about other species is not provided.  The absence of a fund raising 
campaign for an endangered species would have a similar effect.  On the other hand when 
the species such as the koala is a ‘flagship’ species and that a conservation organisation 
highlights these facts in its campaign, then society is more likely to give larger 
allocations than it would otherwise provide. 
 
The results demonstrate that highlighting the urgency of protecting endangered species is 
more likely to raise more support than it would otherwise receive.  Finally, the results 
show the complexity of the support allocation system that exists in society, especially for 
countries that are biologically endowed, including developing countries, where raising 
funds for species’ conservation is becoming more and more urgent and necessary.  
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The experimental survey demonstrated that the support society provides for conservation 
of wildlife is influenced by the extent of the knowledge the public posses at the time the 
decisions are made.  Experience with species is also assumed to contribute to this end. 
 
6.  Conclusions 
 
The study shows that in order to obtain the support of society for the conservation of 
species that are in urgent need it is important that balanced information is provided when 
a number of species are involved and there is a budget constraint.  The study showed that 
more than 90 percent of the participants were aware of the existence of ‘common’ species 
while this was not the case for ‘endangered’ species or those species that are ‘common, 
but have a restricted distribution’. In such a situation where society has no access to 
balanced information, species that are common and hence are better known are likely to 
receive more support than they would otherwise receive. On the other hand if endangered 
species are not known to society, then there is a possibility that they may not receive the 
larger allocations they require for their conservation work.  This is despite society placing 
high existence values on all species. The paper showed that misallocation of resources 
can be avoided if balanced information is provided about all species. In such a case 
species that need urgent attention will receive more support than those species that do not 
need immediate attention. The support provided before and after provision of balanced 
information is the same irrespective of gender or place of birth.  This result further 
confirms the high existence values society places on all species. 
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There are several conservation implications stemming from the results. One of the 
important findings is that provision of balanced information about all species is vital 
when several species are involved.  Otherwise, poor knowledge results in lower support 
for lesser known species which are endangered. Poor knowledge can also lead to 
decision-makers providing more support for species that do not require the extent of 
support they may otherwise receive. It was shown that knowledge and (it is assumed that) 
experience are important factors in increasing support for species that are in dire need of 
support.  In the absence of knowledge about the existence of some species it is likely that 
they will remain completely unknown about their conservation requirements and may 
even lead to the extinction of species. We believe that the results produced are valid for 
countries, both developed and developing.  If this situation is not addressed, then society 
may allocate more support for species that do not need attention while those needing 
urgent attention may disappear for lack of support.  The results show that poor public 
knowledge of species could lead to misallocation of limited resources which can be 
considered an economic failure. However, the problem of misallocation of scarce 
resources is rectified through the provision of balanced information.  The importance of 
information disclosure has been highlighted by Tkac (1998).  Finally, the results 
demonstrate the importance of educating the public on the current status of biodiversity.  
Such education can help to achieve better conservation outcomes than would otherwise 
be achieved. 
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Table 1: Species selected for the tropical wildlife experimental survey 
  Status in Australia 
Distribution in 
Australia 
Distribution outside 
Australia 
Are these species publicly 
displayed? 
Mammals (9 species)     
Red Kangaroos (E) Common 
WA, NT, QLD 
NSW, SA None Common 
Dugongs Common WA, NT, QLD Yes - Endangered Rare to non 
Lumholtz Tree Kangaroos (E) Common in restricted range North QLD None Few locations in Qld 
Koalas (E) Common in restricted range QLD, NSW, VIC None Common 
Northern Quolls (E) Common in restricted range QLD None Not common 
Eastern Pebble-mound Mouse (E) Common in restricted range QLD None None 
Mahogany Gliders (E) 
Petaurus gracilis Endangered North QLD None Only in one location 
Northern Bettongs (E) Endangered QLD None Not common 
Northern Hairy-nosed Wombats (E) Endangered North QLD None 
Not common – restricted to 
one or two sites 
Birds (10 species)     
Laughing Kookaburra (E) 
(Dacelo novaeguineae) Common 
QLD, NSW, ACT, 
VIC, TAS, WA None Common garden birds 
Australian Magpie (E) 
(Gymnorhina tibicen) Common 
All States and 
Territories Yes – Sub species Common garden birds 
Red-tailed Black Cockatoo (E) 
(Calyptorhynchus banksii) Common 
QLD, NSW  
(similar subspecies 
in other States) Yes – Sub species Common 
Palm Cockatoo 
(Proboscigera aterrimus) Common in restricted range North QLD Yes – Sub species Rather common 
Eclectus Parrot 
(Eclectus roratus) Common in restricted range North Qld Yes – Sub species Rather common 
Brolga 
(Grus rubicundus) Common in restricted range 
WA, NT, QLD, 
NSW, VIC, SA Yes – Sub species Rather common 
Golden Bowerbird (E) 
(Prionodura newtoniana) Common in restricted range North QLD None Rare to none 
Golden-shouldered Parrot (E) 
(Psephotus chrysopterygius) Endangered North QLD None Rather common 
Southern Cassowary (E) 
(Casuarius casuarius) Endangered North QLD Yes – Sub species Common 
Gouldian Finch (E) 
(Erythrura gouldiae) Endangered 
WA, NT, North 
QLD,  None Common 
Reptiles (5 species)     
Saltwater Crocodiles Common WA, NT, QLD Yes – Sub species Common 
Fresh Water Crocodiles (E) Common WA, NT, QLD None Common 
Taipan Snakes Common 
WA, NT, QLD, 
NSW Yes 
Common, but difficult to 
see 
Northern Long-necked Turtles (E) Common NT, WA, QLD None Common 
Hawksbill Sea Turtles Endangered NT, WA, QLD Yes - Endangered Rather common 
Sources: Birds - The Handbook of Australian, New Zealand and Antarctic Birds (1990, 1993, 1999). 
Morcombe (2000); Pizzey and Knight (1998); Simpson, Day and Trusler (2003and Reader’s Digest 
(1997a). 
Mammals - Strahan (2000); Reader’s Digest (1997b). 
Reptiles - Reader’s Digest (1997b). 
Note: E = The species or at least one subspecies is endemic to Australia. The Table is based on information 
provided in the brochure to the participants.  
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Figure 1:  Percentage of participants saying that the species of mammals in the  
                  study were known to them 
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Note: Total respondents = 204 
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Figure 2:  Percentage of participants saying that the species of birds in the study 
                 were known to them  
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Note: Total respondents = 204 
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Figure 3:  Percentage of participants saying that the species of reptiles in the study 
                 were known to them 
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Note: Total respondents = 204 
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Figure 4:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                 mammals in the survey 
Average Percentage Allocation of AUD1,000 by the Respondents for Mammals in the Survey
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Survey I 7.02% 9.61% 10.95% 12.18% 9.86% 9.52% 11.55% 16.02% 13.29%
Survey II 4.99% 10.72% 12.26% 9.23% 8.65% 9.85% 18.70% 11.46% 14.14%
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Tree 
Kangaroo** Koala*
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Wombats***
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Notes: 
* Differences in value in Survey I and Survey II are statistically significant at the 1% 
level in one-tailed tests. 
** Differences in value in Survey I and Survey II are statistically significant at the 5% 
level in one-tailed tests. 
*** Differences in value in Survey I and Survey II are not statistically significant at the 
10% level in one-tailed tests. 
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Figure 5:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                 birds in the survey 
Average Percentage Allocation of AUD1,000 by the Respondents for the Golden-shouldered Parrot and 
other Birds in the Survey
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Survey II 4.16% 5.88% 6.70% 7.66% 10.65% 8.46% 9.07% 15.41% 15.25% 16.77%
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Notes: 
* Differences in value between Survey I and Survey II are statistically significant at the 
1% level in one-tailed tests. 
** Difference in value between Survey I and Survey II is statistically significant at the 
5% level in a one-tailed test. 
 25
First Draft Only 
Figure 6:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                 reptiles in the survey 
Average Percentage Allocation of AUD1,000 by the Respondents for Reptiles in the Survey
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Survey II 9.99% 12.23% 19.92% 10.21% 47.65%
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Turtle**
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Notes: 
• * Differences in value in Survey I and Survey II are statistically significant at the 1% level in one- 
           tailed tests. 
• ** Differences in value in Survey I and Survey II are statistically significant at the 5% level in 
            one-tailed tests. 
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Figure 7:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                 mammals in the survey based on gender 
The Relationship between Gender and Percentage Allocation of 
1,000 Support for Mammals
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Figure 8:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                 birds in the survey based on gender 
The Relationship between Gender and Percentage Allocation of 
1,000 Support for Birds
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Figure 9:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                  reptiles in the survey based on gender 
The Relationship between Gender and Percentage Allocation of 
1,000 Support
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Figure 10:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                    mammals in the survey based on place of birth 
The Relationship between Birthplace and Percentage Allocation 
of 1,000 Support for Mammals
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Figure 11:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                    birds in the survey based on place of birth 
The Relationship between Birth Place and Percentage Allocation 
of 1,000 Support for Birds
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Figure 12:  Average percentage allocation of Aus 1,000 by the respondents for 
                    reptiles in the survey based on place of birth 
The Relationship between Birthplace and Percentage Allocation 
of 1,000 Support for Reptiles
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